Judging by the correspondence and official proceedings at the end of the seventeenth century and the beginning of the eighteenth, one would think that Arminianism was a dangerous gangrene infecting the body of the church in a number of Swiss cities. This assessment, not nearly shared by all, was made by ecclesiastical figures and authorities whose orthodoxy was beyond dispute.
An Inquest in Bern ()
Thus the church at Bern, which never passed up an opportunity to warn against the threats of divergent philosophies and theologies, had not ceased to denounce the rise of a heterodoxy that was either implicitly or explicitly Arminian in its orientation. In , Bern turned on a handful of students from the Academy of Lausanne 1 accused by the pastor of the German church in the city of propagating Arminian errors, and of openly holding to teachings that conflicted with the Consensus helveticus, which had been adopted in  by the evangelical cantons to counter the teachings of the Saumur theologians Moïse Amyraut, Louis Cappel and Josué de La Place. 2 An official investigation followed with hearings in both Bern and Lausanne, and the Bern deputies also paid a visit to the Lausanne Academy. The different sources from which we can reconstruct the affair that would agitate the capital of Vaud for a number of months give evidence of a climate where any sign of intellectual autonomy was taken as proof of Arminian error. Yet these sources also allow us to identify more clearly the contested theological points, and the targets at which the authorities were aiming. Not surprisingly, the touchstone on which the thought of each and every theologian was sounded concerned predestination, free will, original sin, grace, the satisfaction of Christ and good works. When questioned, or rather denounced, by their colleagues, the defendants adopted similar strategies, either denying the charge of heterodoxy altogether, or else admitting certain doctrinal deviations from which they claimed-obviously-to have come back and now forcefully denied:
It is true that I had made liberty consist in indifference as understood by the Arminians, but it is also true that after having carefully thought through the consequences that follow necessarily from this view for the issue of grace, and having recognized that it made man an animal in order to make him free, not only did I renounce this, but I did all I could to persuade those of my friends who had adopted this to renounce it as I had. 3 Even if the students appear to have expressed doubts on predestination rather easily, whether by beginning with the caveat that they were only novices in theology 4 or else appealing to writers whose orthodoxy was beyond question (e.g. Jacques Abbadie), 5 for the rest they were careful not
